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This paper describes the challenges that researchers have encountered during six years 
of implementing a research and documentation project for the languages of Tanzania. It 
discusses the methods evolved by the project researchers for the production of a language 
atlas for Tanzania and presents preliminary results from the research. The results show 
that the language with the most native speakers, Sukuma, has twice as many as its closest 
rival, Kiswahili. The paper also presents an account of the research for documenting the 
grammasr and vocabularies of the languages of Tanzania. The expected impact of this 
particular form of documentation, as well as the limits, are discussed. It is argued that a 
language needs to be unchained from politically imposed shackles in order for a society to 
reap the full benefits of its cultural resources. 
1. InTRoDucTIon. This paper focuses on the challenges that researchers have encoun-
tered during the past seven years of pursuing the objectives of the Languages of Tanzania 
Project. It describes the efforts to document the grammars and vocabularies of some of the 
languages of Tanzania against the background of a political agenda that has sought to pro-
mote one national language and ignore, even suppress, all the other Tanzanian languages. 
We discuss the various attempts to evolve an efficient method for producing a language 
atlas for Tanzania and the current status of the project. We also present the research results. 
We will show that in the absence of language data from the national population census it is 
still possible to obtain reliable information by other methods.
2. BackgRounD To The pRojecT. The research and documentation project for the 
languages of Tanzania was launched in 2001 at the University of Dar es Salaam (Muzale 
and Rugemalira 2001, Legere 2002). The project has two major objectives:
1. To produce a language atlas for the country, indicating the languages spoken in 
Tanzania, the number of speakers for each language, and geographical distribution 
of the languages.
2. To produce a vocabulary list/dictionary and a grammar for each of the languages 
of Tanzania. 
The significance of these objectives can be better appreciated against the somewhat 
peculiar sociolinguistic situation in Tanzania. Besides English and the national lingua fran-
ca, Kiswahili, there are over a hundred other native languages that are not accorded any 
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official status. It is worth noting that there does not exist any institution for researching or 
promoting any of the ethnic community languages (ECLs) of Tanzania. The University of 
Dar es Salaam does not have a department of African Languages and Literatures as many 
similar universities across the continent do. In contrast, there exist both a department of 
Kiswahili and the Institute for Kiswahili Research at the University. In addition, there ex-
ists a National Kiswahili Council established by an act of parliament. 
The ethnic community languages exist in a hostile political environment. Several reg-
ulations and policies restrict the domains of use for the ECLs. They are not permitted in 
the schools,1 in the media, or in politics. Television and radio license regulations prohibit 
the use of ECLs in any programming, even though the recent liberalization of mass media 
ownership (away from the previous state monopoly) and advances in technology have sup-
ported the rise of artists singing in a few ECLs. It is practically impossible to obtain permis-
sion to register a newspaper that uses an ECL; besides, using an ECL in political campaigns 
would constitute a sufficient irregularity for the court to nullify an election. This almost 
comprehensive ban on the ECLs helps the state to maintain a strong grip on the lives of 
the people and limit the space for divergent ideas. It certainly accelerates the demise of the 
ECLs, as their use is confined to the domestic realm, and they are eclipsed by Kiswahili.
Existing information on the number and names of the ECLs is based on the 1947, 
1957, and 1967 population census results. In those years, the census included a question on 
ethnic identity (Egero and Henin 1971). Subsequent censuses have eliminated questions 
related to ethnicity and language. As a result, information regarding the number of speakers 
for the various languages, as well as their sociolinguistic profiles, is limited to studies of 
individual languages and is, at times, conjectural (cf. Mekacha 1993; Caston et al. 1996, 
1997; Turner et al. 1998; Msanjila 1999). Work on the grammar, vocabulary, and oral 
literatures covers only a small proportion of the languages (Maho and Sands 2002). Most 
written materials in the ECLs are religious—the Bible or parts thereof, hymns, catechetical 
literature, and prayer books. Even in the religious domain the Swahili onslaught is evident: 
observation in one rural church in Northern Tanzania, during a three-hour Sunday service, 
showed that only one-third of the time was devoted to use of the local ECL (involving a 
few hymns and prayers). Most hymns were led by the local youth choir in Kiswahili; all 
scripture readings were from the Kiswahili translation, although a recent New Testament 
translation in the local language exists (Bible Society of Tanzania 2000a). The sermon was 
delivered in Kiswahili by a guest pastor (Rugemalira, field notes 2004).
 Even if many children come to school without any knowledge of Kiswahili and, at times, a local 
ECL may be (illegally) used, it is with the understanding that proper education/knowledge is 
conveyed through Kiswahili—which is the language (lugha), as opposed to an ECL which is a mere 
kilugha, i.e., something less than a language, a despicable dialect. One of the disciplinary offences 
in a primary school is to speak kilugha. In the secondary school, of course, the language is English 
(see below). 
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3. DocumenTaTIon of The gRammaR anD vocaBuLaRy.
3.1 vocaBuLaRy.
One of the most successful outcomes of the project has been the production of lexicons 
(see Appendix 1). The design of the form and content of the lexicons, originally conceived 
to be classified word lists in English and the respective ECL, has evolved to embrace a 
wider audience and bigger challenges (Rugemalira 2004). Instead of targeting the audience 
of linguists and related researchers alone, the project has sought to primarily address the 
needs of native speakers of the ECLs. The introduction to the Ruhaya dictionary puts it 
succinctly: 
[The dictionary] is meant for two major groups. The first group consists of 
the native speakers of Ruhaya. To them, this is a reservoir for the lexemes of 
the language with their equivalents in Kiswahili and English. The second group 
includes researchers in linguistics who will find valuable data for linguistic 
analysis and comparative studies. (Muzale 2006: xxxiii) 
Accordingly, an alphabetical word list was compiled. Initially the list contained 3000 
items in English, with Kiswahili equivalents. Eventually a 5000-item word list in Kiswa-
hili, with English equivalents, was put together with the help of several existing lists (see 
Appendix 2). This now constitutes the basic tool for eliciting vocabulary. When it is used 
while working on a particular language, the list may be expanded in various ways, such as 
using the SIL semantic domains list (Moe 2002), or following up on a derivational pattern 
like that of the verb suffixes in Bantu. In many cases the particular language application of 
this tool comes out with fewer items because some items in the basic list are inappropriate 
or nontranslatable (e.g., ‘coconut’ in many non-coastal languages) or because several Eng-
lish/Kiswahili items translate into one item in the ECL. The result is a trilingual wordlist 
with several possibilities for the final output. The standard output consists of a two-part 
wordlist of the form ECL-Kiswahili-English and English-ECL-Kiswahili. Some outputs 
consist of only the first part, and it may be possible to put out versions with Kiswahili as 
the entry language. Bilingual ECL-Kiswahili or ECL-English and their reverse may also 
be produced. 
The basic word list was prepared in the MS Excel format, and most of the products 
so far published are in this format. As the research team gained experience, it became pos-
sible to start working with a different format, SIL’s Toolbox, which allows for the export 
of data into the standard dictionary format in MS Word. Extracts from the Ciruuri Lexicon 
(Massamba 2005) and the Ruhaya Dictionary (Muzale 2006) are presented to exemplify 
the two formats.
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Extract . Ciruuri Lexicon (Part I) in Excel format
Pf Ciruuri WC Kiswahili english
saangirisyâ v
ingilia kula chakula 
kilichokusudiwa mtu 
mmoja
join in eating food meant 
for one person
saánja v tokota; chemka simmer; boil up
saanjága v ponda crush by pounding; pulver-ize
saára v tahiri circumcise
i saaro n jando period of circumcision (for male)
saarúra v atua split/crack
i saasi n nzi housefly
saasíkana v changanyika mingle; be mixed
saásya v changanya mix
i saatu n ngege, sato tilapia
saáya v hara have diarrhea
sabháánjuka v tika move about in a container 
(of liquid)
i sabháato n sabato Sabbath
i sábhi n kifaru rhinoceros
i sabhúni n sabuni soap
Where: n = noun; pf = preprefix; v = verb; wc = word class
When published, the lexicon may turn out to be the first or only publication in the 
language. It can easily act as a standard, particularly with regard to orthographic conven-
tions. It also raises the value of the language among the speakers themselves and among 
neighboring language communities. Furthermore, the trilingual format is in part necessary, 
because the metalanguage has not yet been developed for the ECLs. But it is also a strong 
link with other languages, which native users of ECLs find very useful. 
The standardizing aspect of the word lists as regards orthography has raised a number 
of challenges. The first concerns the extent to which it is desirable and possible to develop 
common orthographic conventions for all the languages of Tanzania. Ideally, a uniform set 
of conventions that would cover all the languages would be helpful for promoting multilin-
gual literacy. This would mean that there is a large inventory of symbols for representing 
all the available distinctive sounds in all the languages; the appropriate symbols required 
to write each language would be chosen from this common set. Any particular symbol 
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would not be used to represent different sounds in different languages (let alone in the 
same language!).
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Extract 2. Ruhaya Dictionary (Part I) in Toolbox format
A number of obstacles lie in the way of achieving this ideal. Foremost is the absence 
of a central authority to promote such a standard and to organize orthography conferences 
to develop it. If ECLs were permitted in the public domain, the need to develop materials 
in the ECLs would be a compelling reason to support the creation of the uniform set of 
conventions; the prohibition on ECLs in the schools and mass media removes the most im-
mediate inspiration for this work. An equally formidable obstacle is the force of established 
traditions, given that any existing written materials evolved mainly around particular mis-
sionary endeavours (see Endl and Thomson 2002). These were at times in hostile competi-
tion with each other, and used different conventions for the same or related languages. 
The influence from Kiswahili is particularly problematic. For most people this is the 
only language they ever learn to read (with any degree of success). They are never taught 
to read or write the ECL mother tongue. So when presented with an opportunity to read or 
write something in the ECL, the conventions they rightly fall back on are from Kiswahili. 
That is fine if the ECL is close to Kiswahili. But many ECLs will have significant differ-
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ences, considering that all four major African language families—Niger-Congo, Nilo-Sa-





One such difference is in the vowel system—whether there are five or seven (with 
long and short ones). So although Sukuma (F21 in Guthrie’s classification [1968, 1967–
1971])has seven vowels, the earliest Sukuma Bible (Bible Society of Tanzania 1960) uses 
five vowels as in Kiswahili.2 Another difference is in the consonant inventory: the non-
Bantu languages, in particular, have many sounds not found in Kiswahili, including clicks 
in Sandawe (a Khoisan language),3 and uvulars and pharyngeals in Iraqw (an Afro-Asiatic 
language). For instance, Iraqw orthography includes two letters not used in writing Kiswa-
hili, q for the voiceless uvular stop, and x for the voiceless velar fricative. It also uses 
symbols that are not even part of the Roman alphabet, including a slash / for the pharyngeal 
fricative, and an apostrophe  ’  for the glottal stop (Mous et al. 2002). Symbols like these 
present particular challenges to even the most talented ECL literacy lover who has not 
received basic guidance. 
Even within the project it has not been possible to avoid these problems and promote 
a common set of conventions. For instance, the Runyambo (Rugemalira 2002), Kihangaza 
(Rubagumya 2006), and Ciruuri (Massamba 2005) lexicons use c instead of the Kiswahili 
ch. But the Ruhaya dictionary (Muzale 2006), with a strong tradition of using ch in the 
orthography, sticks to that symbol. Another example concerns the discrepancies in abiding 
by the phonemic principle in the adopted orthographies: in both Runyambo and Ciruuri [b] 
and [β] are allophones—the stop only appearing after the bilabial nasal. The Runyambo 
lexicon uses one orthographic symbol b for the phoneme (and has been criticized by some 
users for that). The Ciruuri lexicon uses two symbols, b and bh. Again, although no phone-
mic distinction exists between [r] and [l] in Ciruuri, the author of the lexicon retains both 
orthographic symbols r and l interchangeably.
A similar observation applies to the representation of vowel length. In Kihangaza, 
Ruhaya, Ciruuri, and Runyambo, vowel length is distinctive, with five short and five long 
vowels. Yet in some phonetic contexts vowels are predictably lengthened—particularly 
after a consonant + glide sequence and before a nasal consonant + stop sequence. The 
published lexicons for these languages show the tension that exists in attempting to estab-
2 The latest New Testament translation uses seven vowels (Bible Society of Tanzania 2000b)
3 Kagaya (1993:vii) identifies twelve clicks in Sandawe, whereas Eaton (2005:12) has fifteen after 
making a distinction between plain and voiced clicks.
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lish an orthography that makes a phonemic representation but also reflects the way people 
speak. The Ciruuri lexicon in particular, marks both phonemic long vowels and predictably 
long vowels by doubling them. In the other lexicons the departures from the phonemic 
principle appear to be attributable to editorial oversight rather than conscious decision. 
The representation of tone is another example of a compromise of the desire to capture 
in writing the way people speak Although the agreed-upon ideal within the project is to 
mark tone on the entry word, in actual practice this has not been easy to achieve. So some 
of the lexicons have no tone marking, or they have only partial tone marking. Even where 
it would be possible for a researcher to mark tone on all ECL materials in the lexicon (or 
even in a narrative text), it may not be desirable to do so because the text might appear too 
complex for the ordinary user. Such a scenario is the equivalent of a phonetic representa-
tion at the segmental level.
3.2 gRammaR. The production of descriptive grammars has evolved much more slowly 
than that of lexicons. It would appear that this kind of documentation is more restricted 
in audience and more demanding on the researcher. So far only one such grammar—for 
Runyambo—has been published (Rugemalira 2005a). Grammar notes exist for three other 
languages—Kihangaza, Kimashami, and Cigogo.
The basic tool for collecting morpho-syntactic data is the 256-sentence list originally 
developed by Herman Batibo (ca. 1990). The sentences were intended to elicit Bantu nomi-
nal prefixes, verb forms, and basic sentence structure. They enable the researcher to arrive 
at an outline of the morphology and syntax of a Bantu language. The Runyambo grammar 
developed along these lines has a general introduction, and a chapter each on phonology, 
nominal morphology, verb morphology, and phrase structure. The targeted reader is clearly 
the linguist.
If the project were to target a different type of audience, it would be necessary to 
change the form of the envisaged grammar, particularly the language of discourse. Kiswa-
hili would be the best choice in this regard, since the metalanguage is much more devel-
oped in comparison with that of the ECLs. Eventually, it will be important for some of 
these languages to produce grammars written in the native languages themselves. Needless 
to say, the realization of this ideal will require significant changes in the national policies 
and practices pertaining to language use. Such changes might include the creation of some 
room in the school curriculum for teaching literacy in ECLs, as well as permission to use 
ECLs in the media—which would create an instant market for advanced skills in writing 
and speaking certain ECLs. In this connection, the Ruhaya and Ciruuri lexicons have taken 
the step of including Ruhaya and Ciruuri versions of their respective introductions. This 
type of effort makes a significant contribution to the development of the requisite meta-
language. 
3.3 oRaL LITeRaTuRes. Although the original project objectives did not include the 
documentation of oral literatures, such as stories, folk tales, proverbs and riddles, poetry, 
and song, arrangements have already been made to incorporate this objective. So far, three 
collections of folk tales have been published under the auspices of the project (see Ap-
pendix 1). 
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4. The TanzanIa Language aTLas.
4.1 IDeaL anD ReaLITy. The objective of producing a language atlas of Tanzania has 
presented formidable challenges. The ideal language atlas would be a very informative 
resource that would be of interest to a wide range of users. It would name all the languages 
spoken in the country, showing the number of people who speak each as a first or sec-
ond language, the geographical distribution of the speakers, and various indicators of each 
language’s vitality (e.g., domains of use, acquisition by children, attitudes by users and 
neighbours, and available literature). 
One of the most cost-effective ways to obtain part of the requisite information would 
be to include a set of questions in the national population census. Even in this case, only a 
few question items would be allowed, and the linguist would have to demonstrate the need 
for such questions to the demographers and politicians in the census bureau. And given 
the chance to frame questions on languages, the utmost care would have be taken, since 
the possible pitfalls are legion. Gadelii (2001) has shown, in the case of Mozambique, that 
formulating and interpreting a language question in a census can be quite complex. The 
main issues revolve around the following questions. What is it to know/speak a language 
and how can this knowledge be authenticated for self-reporting respondents in a census? 
How can a person’s first language be distinguished from his/her second language in a 
multilingual community? How is a language to be distinguished from a dialect? How can 
respondents be made to distinguish the language they speak from their ethnic identity? 
As it turned out, it was not possible to include language questions in the 2002 national 
population census questionnaires, because it was considered not politically acceptable. The 
Census Commissioner took the opportunity to make the point that Tanzania is past the stage 
of counting tribes and has made giant strides towards the creation of a homogeneous nation 
with one national language (Damas Mbogoro, personal communication). He maintained 
that any activity making reference to tribal languages is retrogressive in that regard. 
The Census Commissioner’s stance needs to be viewed within the wider context of 
government policies and practices. Although the following specific, albeit isolated, govern-
ment statement on ECLs is fairly impressive, in effect there have been more potent forces 
working against the promotion of these languages. The statement is contained in Sera ya 
Utamaduni [Cultural Policy] (Tanzania Government 1997:17–18) and affirms the need:
1. to promote research, preservation, and translation of the ethnic community    
languages;
2. to produce dictionaries and grammars of the ethnic community languages;
3. to publish various materials in the ethnic community languages.
Two counter-forces may be identified. The first force working against the ECLs has 
“national unity” as its war cry. It is argued that the promotion of the multiple ECLs would 
be inimical to national unity (Mkude 2002). In this regard the parallel between “one coun-
try–one language” policies with “one party democracy” is instructive. But while the free-
dom of association supported by the current multi-party situation may grow and become 
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strong with time, the freedom of thought and expression inherent in multilingualism may 
be suffering irreversible setbacks under the current policies of linguistic minimalism.
The second force working against ECLs is the association of specific languages with 
modernity and progress. The failure to resolve the issue of the language of instruction in 
schools captures the malaise. Just as it is argued that English is the language of science 
and technology and therefore the appropriate medium for secondary and further education, 
similarly, Kiswahili is regarded as the appropriate medium for primary education, it being 
the national lingua franca that takes an individual away from parochial domestic and tribal 
concerns.4 In either case, education in the ECLs is viewed as detrimental to the national 
goal of progress.
4.2 The evoLuTIon of a meThoD. In a series of trial studies beginning in 2001, the 
Languages of Tanzania Project refined a method for obtaining information on the lan-
guages spoken in the country. In the first research tour, four researchers, with two assistants 
each, began to assemble information on the languages spoken in three districts of Kagera 
Region—Karagwe (one researcher), Muleba (one researcher), and Bukoba (two research-
ers). The researchers determined, from speaking to people in these areas, that although 
there were two major languages (Ruhaya and Runyambo) spoken in the region, there were 
also a few other languages spoken by minorities (Mreta et al. 2002). 
In 2002, the project compiled a list of informants—mostly students at the University 
of Dar es Salaam—who could provide information on the languages of the districts in the 
Lake Victoria zone. These were people who had been born in the respective areas, who 
spoke the languages of those areas, and who were otherwise knowledgeable about the 
general linguistic situation of the areas. These informants were asked to provide informa-
tion on the two major languages spoken in their districts, with a percentage indication of 
their proportional strength. Although attempts were also made to obtain details on dialectal 
variations, this information proved to be too complex to process. 
On the basis of this data on languages spoken in each district, it was possible to cal-
culate the number of speakers for each of the major languages identified, using the 1988 
population census statistics. A map capturing this information was eventually produced 
covering the five regions—Kagera, Mwanza, Mara, Kigoma, and Shinyanga. Several 
shortcomings became apparent. First, the census data were already fourteen years old; in 
a country where there is a high rate of mobility, the information could hardly be taken to 
represent the existing situation. Second, the data collection procedure had assumed that in 
each ward (sub-division of a district) there would be only two major languages; any other 
languages were ignored. The result is that the methodology failed to capture languages 
that are spoken by smaller proportions of the community. Third, it was realized that there 
were many “languages” in the final list that could arguably be regarded as dialects of 
some bigger language; in the final analysis, an editorial decision needs to be made on such 
distinctions. Fourth, the map that was eventually printed highlighted the administrative 
4 For the perennial debate on the language of instruction in Tanzania, see, among others, Rubagumya 
1990; Roy-Campbell and Qorro 1997; Brock-Utne, Desai, and Qorro 2004, and the various references 
cited therein. The journal of the Faculty of Education of the University of Dar es Salaam published a 
special edition on language of instruction in 2006.
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boundaries and, in some cases, language boundaries, which obscured the language names 
and failed to consistently indicate all language boundaries. Finally, it was noted that the 
information available was not sufficient to produce a language atlas; and also, in particular, 
that it was important to capture some sociolinguistic information. 
A pilot study done in the Arusha Region in early 2005 was designed to address the 
paucity of sociolinguistic information. The questionnaire was detailed, covering the vari-
ous domains of use for the ECLs and seeking to determine the vitality levels for the lan-
guages in question (Languages of Tanzania Project 2005). The first six questions sought 
information on the first/mother tongue of the informant and its status in the village (wheth-
er native or immigrant, minority or majority) as well as other languages spoken by the 
informant. Questions seven to fourteen asked about the patterns of migration in and out of 
the village and the associated language behaviours. Questions fifteen to eighteen sought 
to determine the linguistic profile of the family— the languages of the informant’s spouse, 
children, and parents, as well as the patterns of language use between the informant and 
these relatives. Questions nineteen to twenty-eight dealt with available types of literature 
in the informant’s language and language use in worship, in the marketplace, in letters to 
various people (mainly relatives), in various government offices and by various officials at 
the village and district levels. One hypothetical question asked what the preferred language 
would be if a community radio were to be established. 
The experience of the pilot study made it clear that a single researcher with six as-
sistants could hardly be expected to do justice to the demands of this questionnaire in a 
logistically challenging region like Arusha in the four weeks available. The lesson from 
that study was that a carefully controlled research project on the sociolinguistic profile for 
each of the languages of Tanzania would require more time and resources than are cur-
rently available to the project.5 
4.3 aTLas DaTa coLLecTIon. The final atlas that is being compiled is based on data 
obtained in three stages. First, the 2002 population statistics for each village in Tanzania 
were obtained from the National Bureau of Statistics (Census Office); the information was 
edited and stored in the project’s data base using both Excel and Access formats. Second, a 
list of potential informants was compiled: this consisted mainly of students at the Univer-
sity of Dar es Salaam who spoke the various languages and grew up in the various regions 
where these languages are mainly spoken. In a series of workshops in 2005–2006, each 
lasting one day, these informants provided information on the various languages (up to 
five) spoken in each village (for rural areas) and street (for urban areas) shown in the popu-
lation census database. The informants were required to indicate what languages, up to a 
maximum of five, are found in each village or street (as mother tongue) and to estimate, in 
percentage points, the relative number of speakers of each language. Using these estimates 
5 Direct funding for the project has been provided by the Swedish Agency for Research Cooperation 
(SAREC), the research department of the Swedish International Development Agency (SIDA), as 
part of research support to the University of Dar es Salaam. The project has relied on the goodwill 
and interest of the linguists in the language units of the university, namely, the Department of Foreign 
Languages and Linguistics, the Department of Kiswahili, and the Institute of Kiswahili Research. 
Needless to say, these experts could only squeeze in work for the project in their already overloaded 
briefs if and when feasible. 
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and the population data, it has been possible to determine the number of speakers for each 
language in each village/street. The appropriate aggregations make it possible to produce 
data for any administrative unit above the village/street (i.e., ward, district, region, up to 
the national level). 
Third, project researchers spent six weeks in July–August 2006 in all the regions of 
Tanzania filling gaps where no information was obtained during the university campus 
workshops, assessing the validity of the data by cross-checking with other people in the 
regions, and correcting errors, particularly where percentage points for a street/village’s 
languages were in excess of or less than 100. 
The most problematic areas to cover with this method of identifying languages and 
their speakers were the large urban areas of the city of Dar es Salaam and parts of the city 
of Mwanza (especially Nyamagana District). In these highly metropolitan areas, people 
(the parents, at least) in every other house will speak a different language. But it is in these 
areas that Kiswahili is likely to be the first language of the young generation, so that the 
statistical deficit ought to be credited to Kiswahili. People born in and/or raised in Dar es 
Salaam during the last thirty years are likely to have Kiswahili as their first language, and 
the population under thirty years old accounts for seventy percent of the population of Dar 
es Salaam. This amounts to 1.7 million out of the 2.4 million people reported for this city 
in the 2002 census. By contrast, in the smaller regional towns it is still largely possible to 
identify concentrations of speakers of the local languages with reasonable accuracy. 
4.4 pReLImInaRy ResuLTs.  Analysis of the language atlas data is in the final stages, 
and the atlas is due to be completed by the end of the year. Although a few more editorial 
decisions on the form and content of the atlas will be made in the coming months, it is 
unlikely that such decisions will alter the current results substantially. 
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tabLE : Languages of Tanzania
Table 1 shows the full list of 156 languages spoken in Tanzania with their number of 
speakers. As the table shows, the language with the greatest number of speakers by far is 
Sukuma, with some 5,000,000 speakers, followed by Kiswahili and Ha. The language with 
the smallest number of speakers is Wanda, with only 136 speakers. It will be noted that the 
top ten languages account for 14,671,313 speakers, which is 46% of the total. The bottom 
50 languages account for 309,000 speakers only, which is about 1% of the total population. 
This gives an indication of the serious language endangerment situation in the country, 
although some of these small languages are fragments of larger speech communities across 
the borders. 
Language names that do not appear in this table may have failed to make it for a num-
ber of reasons. One reason may be that the name not appearing here is deemed to be an 
alternative name, particularly one used by neighbors/enemies/outsiders but not acceptable 
to the speakers themselves. An example is the term Mang’ati (pronounced [maŋati]) to 
refer to Datooga (or Barbaig). The former term is used by neighbors and means “man eat-
ers.” A second reason may be that the language name is deemed to refer to only a dialect of 
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another language which is listed. For instance, Dzungwa is a dialect of Hehe; Jinakiya and 
Dakama are dialects of Sukuma; Tumbatu is a dialect of Swahili; and Ziba is a dialect of 
Haya. Finally, a language name may be missing from our list because the language was too 
small to be among the five major languages of the village/street. At the village level, a sixth 
or seventh language would be scarcely significant in statistical terms. And this leads back 
to the earlier discussion about the major metropolitan areas: none of the Asian immigrant 
community languages (e.g., Gujarati, Arabic, Hindi) surfaces in the list because these are to 
be found primarily in the major urban areas of Dar es Salaam and Mwanza. But these areas, 
as already indicated, could not be handled with the project’s estimates procedure. 
Researching and Documenting the Languages of Tanzania                                           81
LaNguagE DocumENtatIoN & coNSErvatIoN  voL. 2, No.  JuNE 2008 
tabLE 2: A sample of language distribution across regions
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tabLE 3. Language distribution by number of districts
The treatment of the Chagga cluster of languages is somewhat peculiar. In the Cha-
gga homeland at the foot of Mount Kilimanjaro, it was possible to identify six languages, 
namely Mashami, Mochi, Vunjo, Woso, Rombo, and Uru, spoken in distinct areas. Outside 
this homeland, however, short of doing a house to house count, it is difficult to determine 
which of these six languages is spoken by a person from Chaggaland.6 This is probably one 
of the best examples of a single ethnic identity not matched by one language. 
Table 2 presents the patterns of geographical distribution for a sample of languages 
across ten regions (out of the twenty regions of the mainland, i.e., excluding Zanzibar).7 
Table 3 presents the distribution of each language across districts. The numbers in Table 
3 indicate the total number of districts in which the language is significantly located. As 
the tables show, some languages are represented substantially in many regions and dis-
tricts, while other languages are more local, being restricted to the original homeland of the 
speakers. Apart from Kiswahili (found in 98 out of the 125 districts), Chagga is by far the 
most widely distributed ECL geographically; it is found in 63 districts across the country, 
closely followed by Sukuma in 56 districts. The two languages can be regarded as close 
rivals to the national language, Kiswahili, in this regard. It may be observed that in the top 
league, number of speakers does not match geographical spread significantly. 
4.5 sIgnIfIcance of The ResuLTs. These results are probably the best estimates for 
the languages of Tanzania as a whole (cf. Grimes 2000). Yet it is important to note the 
areas of possible weakness and gaps in these results. First, the estimates are based on the 
official census statistics; any weaknesses in the base data will be reflected in our statistics 
of speakers of the various languages. Second, the results are based on a distinction between 
a first/mother language and a second language. There are many areas where Kiswahili is 
the major language, but it is not the mother tongue of the people who use it; it is a second 
language. What these results show are the major languages that are mother tongues of the 
people that were counted. If a person spoke two or more languages, that was irrelevant for 
our purposes. We assumed that every person had only one first/mother tongue. 
The concept of “mother tongue/first language” (L1) is by no means simple, nor is this 
definition of ours universally shared: the language first (chronologically) acquired from 
the parents or caretakers and not necessarily the language spoken by the biological moth-
er—there being a significant difference in the manner in which any subsequent language 
is added to one’s repertoire. There may be cases where Kiswahili or another major com-
munity language overtakes the mother tongue in domains and frequency of use, so that 
fluency in the mother tongue declines or atrophies, at least in many domains. It may be that 
a person grows up in a bilingual community and acquires two languages simultaneously; 
or that in such a community the child predominantly acquires the language of the wider 
community and has only receptive skills in the language of the home. A related case, which 
6 The total of all Chagga people amounts to 946,362, so that if it is regarded as one language Chagga 
ranks sixth after Nyamwezi (958,898). But it may be noted that the linguistic difference between 
Mashami and Rombo, for instance, is probably greater than the difference between Sukuma and 
Nyamwezi. 
7 The whole population of Zanzibar is counted as Kiswahili speaking.
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the linguist can dismiss, is that of a person who regards the ethnicity as dictating the mother 
tongue, in the same way that, in a patrilineal system, the clan (and totem) of the child fol-
lows from that of the father.
A third weakness in these results is that informants were more likely to be thinking 
about the heads of the households under investigation and to ignore any special circum-
stances regarding the languages of the children. So even in the smaller regional towns there 
may have been some undercounting of Kiswahili-speaking young people whose parents 
are identified with a different mother tongue. A fourth problem is that it is not easy to pro-
vide a list of the languages that have died in the last thirty to fifty or so years. This would 
require the existence of an earlier inventory of languages similar to the current one in the 
way languages are identified. Then it would be possible to say that language Y in the old 
list does not appear on the current list and so is assumed to be dead. A related issue stems 
from the way in which these results were obtained, which may not have noted certain criti-
cally endangered languages because they had too few speakers—that is, they were not in 
the top five languages of any area.8 Finally, in the absence of detailed linguistic studies of 
the languages in question, the distinction between language and dialect has been based on 
the information available to the research team, with clear recognition of the fact that such 
a distinction may not be entirely or even primarily a linguistic matter.
5. The chaLLenges aheaD. The level of language endangerment for even the most 
populous speech communities is considerable given the ever-rising fortunes of Kiswahili.9 
This poses two related problems: first, the vocabulary, grammar, and knowledge preserved 
in the relevant language may be eclipsed and disappear without a trace since there are no 
records. Second, the communities caught in the midst of this transition may be rendered 
powerless, without the ability to participate in the decisions that shape their lives and their 
future, on account of their language not being the language of power. If members of a com-
munity cannot use their language to debate the policies affecting them, or to question the 
laws that are enacted to control them, these communities will effectively be marginalized, 
even when their grandchildren have fully adopted the national or global language. 
For these reasons, it is important to carry on language documentation and to study 
the sociolinguistic profiles of the ECLs. For the Languages of Tanzania Project, it will 
be necessary to incorporate an advocacy component as a core activity of the project, in 
order to make a case for the legal opening up of the public domain for the ECLs. These 
languages need to be allowed space in the mass media, in the schools, and in political 
discourse. Advocates need to realize the formidable obstacles ahead. They need to allay 
8 Speakers of minority or dying languages are likely to associate themselves with larger and more 
prestigious languages; they are more likely to be ignored by a nonlinguist informant and get lumped 
into the larger community language pool. 
9 There is a sense in which Kiswahili is itself under pressure from English. It is not being given full 
room to exercise its potential in the various public domains—in education, government bureaucracy, 
and commerce. Even at the primary school level, its status as the language of instruction appears to be 
in danger, not just from the popularity of the private English-medium schools (Rugemalira 2005b), 
but from official policies as well: in Zanzibar it has already been decided to revert to English as the 
language of primary education (Rubagumya, personal communication).
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politicians’ fears of the dangers of tribalism vis-à-vis national unity, but also to confront 
their fears of democracy and self-determination of communities. Activists need to make a 
case to the society in general, and planners in particular, for the need to spend resources on 
“antiquated” or “dying” languages in the face of competing demands. They need to impress 
upon all those in charge the role of culture in creating and recognizing one’s self worth and 
confidence as the springboard for participating and competing against other people in the 
global economy. 
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Author Title Publisher Year
1 J. Rugemalira Runyambo Lexicon LOT Project, UDSM 2002
2 J. Maho & B. 
Sands







3 H. Muzale Tanzanian Sign 
Language Dicionary
LOT Project, UDSM 2004
4 D. Massamba Eciruuri Lexicon LOT Project , UDSM 2005
5 J. Rugemalira A Grammar of 
Runyambo
LOT Project , UDSM 2005
6 LOT Project Occasional Papers in 
Linguistics 1 
LOT Project , UDSM 2005
7 C. Rubagumya Igihangaza Lexicon LOT Project , UDSM 2006
8 H. Muzale Ruhaya Dictionary LOT Project , UDSM 2006
9 K. Legere & P. 
Mkwan’hembo
Hadithi za Kividunda 
1
TUKI, UDSM 2006
10 K. Legère Ngh’wele-Swahili-
English Wordlist
Gothenburg University 2006
11 J. Rugemalira Kimashami 
Dictionary
LOT Project 2008
12 Y. Rubanza Luzinza Lexicon LOT Project 2008
13 A. Mreta Kisimbiti Lexicon LOT Project 2008
14 S. Sewangi Kiikizo Lexicon LOT Project 2008
15 J. Mdee Kijita Lexicon LOT Project 2008
16 K. Kahigi Sisumbwa Dictionary LOT Project 2008
17 A. Mreta Chasu Lexicon LOT Project 2008
18 Y. Rubanza Kimeru Lexicon LOT Project 2008
19 S. Sewangi Kigweno Lexicon LOT Project 2008
20 G. Mrikaria Kimochi Lexicon LOT Project 2008
21 K. Kahigi Kikahe Lexicon LOT Project 2008
22 J. Maghway Gorwaa Lexicon LOT Project 2008
23 J. Kiango Kibondei Lexicon LOT Project 2008
24 Z. Mochiwa Kizigula Lexicon LOT Project 2008
25 LOT Project Occasional Papers in 
Linguistics 2
LOT Project 2008
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Appendix 1: List of publications produced by the Languages of Tanzania Project.
26 LOT Project Occasional Papers in 
Linguistics 3
LOT Project 2008





28 K. Legere & 
S.Msumi
Hadithi za zamani za 
Kikwere
TUKI, UDSM 2008
29 K. Legere & P. 
Mkwan’hembo
Hadithi za Kividunda 
2
Ndanda Mission Press 2008
Work in Progress
1 J. Rugemalira & B. Phanuel A Grammar of Mashami
2 H. Muzale   Tanzanian Sign Language Grammar
3 J. Rugemalira   Cigogo Dictionary
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